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50 CFR Part 17

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; DeterminatIon of
Endangered Species Status for the
Little-wing Pearly Mussel
AGENCY: FishandWildlife Service,

Interior.

ACTION: Finalrule.

SUMMARY: TheServicedesignatesthe
little-wing pearly mussel(Pegicisfabula)
asan endangeredspeciesunderthe
EndangeredSpeciesAct of 1973, as
amended.This freshwatermusselhas
beenreportedhistorically from 27 river
reachesin Alabama,NorthCarolina.
Kentucky,Tennessee,andVirginia.
Only six smallpopulationsareknownto
survive—threein Kentucky, onein
Tennessee,andtwo in Virginia. The
species’declineh~sresultedprimarily
from habitatandwaterquality
deteriorationcausedby impoundments
andby pollution andsiltation resulting

frommining, agriculture,and
constructionactivities.Owing to the
species’limited distribution,anyfactor
thatadverselymodifieshabitator water
quality in theshortriverreachesthat
thespeciesinhabitscouldthreatenits
survival.This final rule extendsthe
protectionprovidedby theEndangered
SpeciesAct to the little-wing pearly
mussel.
EFFECTIVE DATE: December14, 1988.
ADDRESSES: A completefile of this rule
is availablefor public inspection,during
normalbusinesshours,at theAshev~l1e
Field Office, U.S. Fish andWildlife
Service,100Otis Street.Room224.
Asheville,NorthCarolina28801.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. RichardG. Biggins at the above
address(704/259—0321orFTS67b—032tJ.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background
The little-wing pearlymussel(Pegias

fcibula) wasoriginally describedby Lea
(1838) asMargaritana fabula. Simpson
(1900)placedthespeciesby itself in his
newgenusPegiasandlistedpre~ious
scientific namecombinationsthathad
beenappliedto this species.Ortmann
(1914) consideredPegiasto bea
subgenusofAlasniidonta:thatchange
hasbeenfollowedby few subsequent
authorities.The Servicefollows
Simpson(1900) andClarke (~981)in

consideringMurgaritui:a curreyiaiiu
Lea, 1840. to bea synonymof Pegias
fabula.

The little-wing pearlymusselhasbeen
recordedhistorically from 27 river
reachesin Alabama,NorthCarolina,
Kentucky.Tennessee,andVirginia. All
of the reportedlocalitiesarein either
theTennesseeor theCumberlandRiver
drainages(Ahlstedt 1986, Bakaletzin
Jitt.. Clarke1981, Stansbery1978).Based
on a recentlycompletedService-funded
surveyinvolving extensivefield studies
of potentialandhistoric habitat in
CumberlandandTennesseeRiver
tributaries(Ahlstedt 1986), theresultsof
astudyfundedby theU.S. Army Corps
of Engineers(Corps)(Bakaletzin litt.),
andtheresultsof asurveyconductedby
Virginia PolytechnicInstitute andState
University(RichardNeves,Virginia
PolytechnicInstitute andState
University, personalcommunication,
1987), the little-wing pearlymusselis
now apparentlyrestrictedto six short
streamreaches—threein southeastern
Kentucky.two in southv~esternVirginia,
andonein central l’ennessee.The
Kentuckypopulationsareon both public
andprivatelands,while theTennessee
andVirginia populationsareprimarily
on privatelands.Habitat loss andwater
quality deterioration,attributableto
impoundments,to industrial and
municipalpollution, andto siltation
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resultingfrom mining,agriculture,large
land disturbances,andconstruction
activities,are theprimaryreasonsfor
thespecies’decline.However,some
lossesareapparentlydueto other
factorsor to lessdrasticchangesin
waterandhabitatquality, assome
populationshavebeenextirpatedfrom
streamreachesthat still containmussel
communitiescomprisingotherspecies
(Stansbery1976).

HorseLick Creekin Jacksonand
RockcastleCounties,Kentucky,
presentlycontainsthemostextensive
little-wing pearlymusselpopulation,but
it is threatenedby surfacecoal mining
activities andoil andgasexploration
(Ahlstedt1986).The Big SouthFork
CumberlandRiver, McCrearyCounty,
Kentucky, containsarestricted
population(Bakaletzin 1itt~).This
populationoccursina shortriver
sectionthat is limited bothupstream
anddownstreamby deterioratingwater
quality resultingfrom poorland use
practicesandtheimpactof coalmining.
Thepopulationin theLittle SouthFork
CumberlandRiver, McCrearyand
WayneCounties,Kentucky,once
containedasubstantialnumberof
individuals;but recentmussel
collectionsin this streamreach
(Ahlstedt1986; Skip Call, Kentucky
Departmentfor Environmental
Protection,personalcommunication,
1985; RobertAnderson,Tennessee
TechnologicalUniversity,personal
communication,1988)haverevealed
largenumbersof deadlittle-wing pearly
musselsandotherspecies,includinga
federallylistedendangeredspecies,the
Cumberlandbeanpearlymussel
(Viiosa traba/is).

TheVirginia populationsof thelittle-
wing pearlymusselarerestrictedto a
singleshoalin theNorthFork Holston
Riverin SmythCountyandashortriver
reachin theClinch Riverin Tazewell
County.Thesepopulationsaresmall
andarevulnerableto toxic chemical
spills andsiltationfrom landuse
changesandconstruction.

TheTennesseepopulationis in Cane
Creek,VanBurenCounty.This
populationis alsoverysmall(probably
inhabitslessthan2 rivermiles)and
vulnerableto toxic chemicalspills.

Thelittle-wing pearlymussel,theonly
speciesin thegenusPeg/as,is small, not
exceeding1.5 inches(3.8 centimeters)in
lengthand0.5 inches(1.3 centimeters)in
width.The shell’soutersurface
(periostracum)is usually eroded,giving
theshell achalkyor ashywhite
appearance.Whenpresent,however,
theperiostracumis light greenordark
yellowish brownwith darkraysof
variablewidth alongtheanteriorportion
of theshell(Ahlstedt 1986).The species

Inhabitssmall,cool,high-to-moderate
gradientstreams,whereit is usually
foundin thetransitionzonebetween
poolsandriffles.Like otherfreshwater
mussels,it feedsby filtering food
particlesfrom thewatenandlike most
speciesin its family (Unionidae),its
reproductivecycleprobablyincludesa
larval stagethatparasitizesa hostfish.
Themussel’slife span,hostfish species,
andmanyotheraspectsof it8 life history
are unknown.

The little-wing pearlymusselwas
recognizedby the Servicein theMay 22,
1984,FederalRegist~(49FR 21664)as a
speciesthatwasbeingconsideredfor
possibleadditionto theList of
EndangeredandThreatenedWildlife.
OnJune22, 1987,theServicenotified
Federal,State,andlocal governmental
agenciesby mail (Statefish andwildlife
agencieswerealsocontactedby
telephone)that thespecies’statuswas
beingreviewedandthat thespecies
couldbeproposedfor listing. The
Servicereceived16responsesto the
notification. Supportfor Federal
protectionwasexpressedby all three
Statesinvolved,andnoparty voiced
any objectionto proposingFederal
protection.Thelittle wing pearlymussel
wasproposedfor listingasendangered
on April 21, 1988(53FR 13226).

Summaryof Commentsand
Recommendations

In theApril 21, 1988,proposedrule
andassociatednotifications,all
interestedpartieswererequestedto
submitfactualreportsandinformation
thatmightcontributeto developmentof
afinal rule. AppropriateStateagencies,
countygovernments,Federalagencies,
scientificorganizations,andinterested
partieswerecontactedandrequestedto
comment.A newspapernoticewas
publishedin thefollowing papers:News-
Messenger,Saltville, Virginia, May 12,
1988;McCrearyCountyRecord,Whitley
City, Kentucky,May10, 1988;
commonwealth-Journal,Somerset,
Kentucky,May 8,1988;Expositor,
Sparta,Tennessee,May 9, 1988;and
C/inch ValleyNews,Tazewell,Virginia,
May 11, 1988.

All eight respondents—theU.S.
Departmentof theInterior’s Office of
SurfaceMining; theU.S. ForestService;
theTennesseeValley Authority; the
Statesof Kentucky,Tennessee,and
Virginia; and two privateindividuals
supportedthe listing.

Summaryof FactorsAffecting the
Species

After a thoroughreview and
considerationof all information
available,the Servicehasdetermined
that the little-wing pearlymusselshould

beclassifiedasanendangeredspecies.
Proceduresfoundat Section4(a)(1)of
theEndangeredSpeciesAct (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.)andregulations(50CFR
Part424)promulgatedto implementthe
listingprovisionsof theAct were
followed.A speciesmaybedetermined
to be endangeredor threateneddueto
oneor moreof thefive factorsdescribed
in section4(aXl). Thesefactorsand
theirapplicationto thelittle-wing pearly
mussel(Pegiasfabula)areas follows:

A. Thepresentor threatened
destruction.modification,or curtailment
of itshabitator range. Of the27 river
reachesreportedto havesupported
little-wingpearlymusselpopulations
(Ahlstedt1988, Clarke1981,Stunabery
1976),only six (threein Kentucky,two in
Virginia, andonein Tennessee)are
knownto still supportthespecies
(Ahlstedt1988;Bakaletzin iitt.; Richard
Neves,personalcommunication.1987)
(see“Background”section).Thespecies
hasapparentlybeenextirpatedfrom
Alabama(two historic populationslost)
andNorth Carolina(onehistoric
populationlost). Although it still
survivesin Kentucky,Tennessee,and
Virginia, threepopulationsin Kentucky,
nine in Tennessee,andsix in Virginia
arebelievedto havebeenextirpated.
The lossof somepopulationscanbe
linked to specificcauses,suchas the
impactsof coalmining, industrialand
municipal pollution,andimpoundments.
However,otherpopulationshave
apparentlybeenlost to thegeneral
deteriorationin aquatichabitatquality.
Stansbery(1976)states,concerningthis
species,“Its disappearancefrom several
sites whichstill retainpopulationsof
otherspeciesindicatesaform highly
sensitiveto currentchanges.”

Ahlstedt (1986)surveyed55 potential
andhistoric habitatsbut wasableto
find a total of only 17 live specimens.
Sevenlive andthreedeadspecimens
werefound in HorseLick Creekin
JacksonandRockcastleCounties,
Kentucky.Thispopulation,which
extendsoverat least10 creekmiles,is
oneof thehealthiestof thesurviving
populations.HorseLick Creek,
identified by the KentuckyDivision for
EnvironmentalProtectionasoneof
Kentucky’sOutstandingResource
Waters,hasgoodhabitatandwater
qualityandacomplexmusselfauna.
The HorseLick Creekwatershedis
remote,not extensivelydeveloped,and
partiallywithin theDaniel Boone
NationalForest.However, the
watershedhasoil, gas,andcoal
deposits.andtheexplorationand
developmentof theseresourceshas
alreadybegun.This populationcanbe
protectedonly if thesurvival of the
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speciesis consideredduringthe
developmentof theseresources.

In a recentstudyfundedby theCorps
(Bakaletzin Iitf.), a smallpopulationof
thelittle-wing pearlymusselwas
discoveredin a 2-1-mile (approximately)
sectionof theBig SouthFork
CumberlandRiver(McCrearyCounty,
Kentucky)within theBig SouthFork
NationalRiverandRecreationArea
administeredby theNationalPark
Service.Muchof theBig SouthFork
CumberlandRiveris impactedby
siltationandacidmine drainagefrom
coalmining activities.However,the
shortreachinhabitedby this speciesis
in a riversectionthat hasrecovered
from upstreamimpactsandis abovethe
coalmining andImpoundmentimpacts
thatdegradethelower river. Fourteen
othermusselspeciesalsooccurin this
river reachincluding thefederallylisted
Cumberlandbeanpearly mussel
(Villosatraballs).However,thelittle-
wing pearlymussel,possiblydueto its
greatersensitivity to environmental
degradation,doesnot inhabit theentire
river reach(morethan10 miles)
populatedby theCumberlandbean
pearlymussel.

Samplingin theLittle SouthFork
CumberlandRiver, McCrearyand
WayneCounties,Kentucky,produced3
live and126 deadspecimens.This
population,which extendsoverabout10
river miles,wasoncerelativelylarge,
but recentdeteriorationin waterquality
hashada severeimpacton theriver’s
musselcommunity.Studiesby the
KentuckyDepartmentfor Environmental
Protection(SherriEvansandSkip Call,
KentuckyDepartmentfor Environmental
Protection,personalcommunications,
1986) indicatethat the lower portion of
the river sectioninhabitedby the
speciesis beingimpactedby drainage
from abandonedmined lands.Lick
Creek,a tributaryin this river reach,
wasfoundto havesubstantially
elevatedconcentrationsof dissolved
solids,sulphates,aluminum,iron, and
manganesein November1985(Sherri
Evans,personalcommunication,1986).
Although 52 deadspecimenswerefound

• belowLick Creek,no live little-wing
pearly musselswereencounreredin this
riverreach.

Four live andthreedeadspecimens
were takenfrom CaneCreek,VanBuren
County,Tennessee.This river hasvery
limited musselhabitat,with thespecies
apparentlylimited to lessthan2 river
miles.Downstreamfrom thepopulation,
CaneCreekis impoundedby GreatFalls
Lakeon theCaneyFork River, while
upstreamfrom thepopulationthe large
bouldersubstrateis unsuitablehabitat
for this species,andat somepoints

upstreamthecreekgoesunderground.
Somesiltation is apparentdownstream
from arecentlyconstructedbridge.

ThepopulationIn theNorth Fork
HolstonRiver(threelive andthreedead
specimenscollected),SqiythCounty,
Virginia, is small.TheNorthFork
HolstonRiverhasbeensampledata
numberof sites,and,exceptforone
individual takennearSaltville, Virginia.
all specimenspastandpresenthave
beentakenat oneshoalnearNebo,
Virginia.

A smallpopulation(six relic shells
andonelive animal collected)existsin
theClinchRiverin TazewellCounty,
Virginia. This population,like theNorth
ForkHolstonandCaneCreek
populations,is apparentlysmalland
extendsoveronly a shortriver reach.

Potentialthreatsto thespeciesandits
habitatcouldarisefrom developmentof
coaland/orgasreservesin the
watershedsof HorseLick Creek,Big
SouthForkCumberlandRiver, theLittle
SouthForkCumberlandRiver, andCane
Creek.However,it shouldbenotedthat
theServicehasissuedano-jeopardy
biologicalopinion underSectIon7 of the
EndangeredSpeciesAct tothe Office of
SurfaceMining with respectto its
approvalof thecoalmining regulation
programof theCommonwealthof
Kentucky. Althoughno final
determinationof impactcanbemade
until thelittle-wing pearlymusselIs
listedandaconsultationundertaken,
theServicehasno evidencethatmining
activitiesconductedin accordancewith
StateandFederalregulationsarea
threatto thespecies.Rather,past
unregulatedactivities havecontributed
to the species’decline,andcurrent
activitiesnot in compliancewith
appropriateregulationsmaybea threat
to thespecies.All six populationscould
potentially beimpactedby suchactions
asroadconstruction,streamchannel
modifications,loggingactivities,
impoundments,sewagetreatmentplant
discharges,landusechanges,andother
projectsin thewatershedif such
activitiesarenot plannedand
implementedwith thesurvivalof the
speciesandtheprotection-of its habitat
in mind.As thesepopulationsinhabit
only short streamreachesthatareall
within I to 5 milesof bridgesandfords,
theyareall vulnerableto toxic spills.

B. Overuti/izationfor commercial,
recreational,scientific,or educational
purposes.Thespecificareasinhabited
by thespeciesarepresentlyunknownto
thegeneralpublic.As aresult,
overutilizationof thespecieshasnot
beena problem.However,through
listing andthe publicity it bringsto a
species,theproblemof vandalismcould

arise,especiallyif mapsof specific
occupiedhabitatareaswereidentified
throughcritical habitatdesignation.(See
“Critical Habitat” sectionfor reasons
why critical habitatis notbeing
designated.)

C. Diseaseor predation.Althoughthe
little-wing pearlymusselis undoubtedly
consumedby predatoryanimals,thereis
no evidencethat predationthreatensthe
species.However,freshwatermussel
die-offshaverecentlybeenreported
throughoutthe MississippiRiverbasin,
including theTennesseeRiverandits
tributaries(RichardNeves,personal
communication,1986).Thecauseof the
die-offshasnot beendetermined,but
significantlosseshaveoccurredin some
populations.If this problemspreadsto
river reachescontainingthis species,
significantlossescouldoccurand
furtherendangerthespecies’survival.
Diseaseis oneof thepossible
explanationsfor thesedie-offs.

D. Theinadequacyofexisting
regulatorymechanisms.TheStatesof
Kentucky, Tennessee,andVirginia
prohibit takingwildlife andfish.
including freshwatermussels,for
scientificpurposeswithout aState
collectingpermit.However, theseState
lawsdo not protectthespecies’habitat
from thepotentialimpactsof Federal
actions.Federallistingwill provide the
speciesadditionalprotectionunderthe
EndangeredSpeciesAct by requiringa
Federalpermit to take thespeciesand
by requiringFederalagenciesto consult
with theServicewhenpro}ects they
fund, authorize,orcarry out mayaffect
thespecies.

E. Othernatural or manmadefactors
affectingits continuedexistence.All six
knownpopulationsaresmall and
isolated.This isolationblocksthe
naturalinterchangeof geneticmaterial
betweenpopulations,andsmall
populationsizereducesthereservoirof
geneticvariability within the
populations.Thelackof genetic
diversitycouldadverselyaffect,over
time, thespecies’ability to evolveand
respondto naturalhabitatchanges.The
sizesof the little-wing pearlymussel
populationsareunknown;but
consideringthelimited extentof
availablehabitatandthedensitiesof
individuals (nolittle-wing pearly
musselsweretakenin 30 quantItative
quadratsamples[Ahlstedt1986]), it is
likely thesepopulations,with the
possibleexceptionof that in HorseLick
Creek,arenow belowthegenerally
acceptedlevel (Soulé1980] requiredto
maintainlong-termgeneticviability.

TheServicehascarefullyassessedthe
bestscientificandcommercial
informationavailableregardingthepast,
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present,andfuturethreatsfacedby this
speciesin determiningto makethis rule
final. Basedon this evaluation,the
preferredactionis to list thelittle-wing
pearlymussel(Pegiasfabula) asan
endangeredspecies.Historical records
revealthat thespecies,althoughrare,
wasoncewidely distributedin many
cool-watertributariesof theTennessee
andCumberlandRivers.Now only six
small, isolatedpopulationsareknownto
survive.Fourarethreatenedby coal
mining and/oroil andgasresource
development,andall six populations,
owing to theirsmall size, arevulnerable
to toxic spills. This speciesis also
apparentlyverysensitiveto
environmentalchange,asit hasbeen
extirpatedfrommanystreamsthat still
containdiversemusselcommunities.
Owingto thespecies’history of
populationlosses,its apparent
sensiti’,ity to environmentalchange,and
thevulnerablenatureof all six
populations,threatenedstatusdoesnot
appearappropriatefor this species.(See
“Critical Habitat” sectionfor a
discussionof why critical habitat is not
beingproposedfor thelittle-wing pearly
mussel.)

Critical Habitat

Section7(a)(2)oftheEndangered
SpeciesAct, asamended,requires
Federalagenciesto ensurethat
activitiestheyauthorize,fund, orcarry
out arenot likely to jeopardizethe
continuedexistenceofa listedspecies
or to destroyor adverselymodify its
critical habitat.Section4(a)(3)requires
thatcritical habitatbe designated,to the
maximumextentprudentand
determinable,concurrentwith the
determinationthata speciesis
endangeredor threatened.TheService
finds thatadeterminationof critical
habitat for thelittle-wing pearly mussel
is not prudent.Such adetermination
would resultin no knownbenefitto the
species.As partof thedevelopmentof
theproposedandfinal rule, Federal
agencieshavebeennotified of the little-
wing pearlymussel’sdistribution and
havebeenrequestedto provide dataon
proposedFederalprojectsthat might
adverselyaffect the species.No specific
projectswereidentified. Shouldany
potentialadverseeffectsarisefrom
futureprojects,the involvedFederal
agencieswill alreadyhavethe species’
distributional dataneededto determine
if thespeciesmaybeimpactedby their
action.Thelisting of a speciesandthe
publicity that arisesasaconsequence
createsthepotential for vandalism.
Throughthedesignationof critical
habitatandthe requirementfor maps
andspecifichabitatdescriptions,the
threat to thespeciesfrom vandalism

increases.Therefore,theService
believesthatdesignationof critical
habitatwould not beprudentbecause
no benefit to thespecieshasbeen
identifiedthat would outweightthe
poten!ial threatof vandalismor
collection,whichwould beexacerbated
by publicationof detailedcritical
habitatmapsanddescriptions.

AvailableConservationMeasures

Conservationmeasuresprovidedto
specieslisted asendangeredor
threatenedundertheEndangered
SpeciesAct include recognition,
recoveryactions,requirementsfor
Federalprotection,andprohibitions
againstcertainpractices.Recognition
throughlistingencouragesandresultsin
conservationactionsby Federal,State,
andprivateagencies,groups,and
individuals.TheEndangeredSpecies
Actprovidesfor possibleland
acquisitionandcooperationwith the
Statesandrequiresthatrecovery
actionsbecarriedout for all listed
species.Such actionsareinitiatedby the
Servicefollowing listing. Theprotection
requiredof Federalagenciesandthe
prohibitionsagainsttakingandharm are
discussed,in part,below.

Section7(a) of theAct, asamended,
requiresFederalagenciesto evaluate
theiractionswith respectto any species
thatis proposedor listedus endangered
orthreatenedandwith respectto its
critical habitat,if anyis being
designated.Regulationsimplementing
this interagencycooperationprovision
of theAct arecodified at 50 CFRPart
402. Section7(a)(2)requiresFederal
agenciesto ensurethatactivities they
authorize,fund, or carry out arenot
likely to jeopardizethecontinued
existenceof alistedspeciesor to
destroyoradverselymodify its critical
habitat.If a Federalactionmay
adverselyaffect alistedspeciesor its
critical habitat,theresponsibleFederal
agencymustenterinto formal
consultationwith the Service.

TheServiceis awareof only three
Federalagencies(U.S.ForestService,
Office of SurfaceMining, andNational
ParkService)that arepresently
involvedwith programsthatmayaffect
thespecies.The Servicehasbeenin
contactwith them concerningthe
potentialimpactsof their activitieson
thespeciesandits habitat.Other
Federalactivities thatcouldimpactthe
speciesandits habitat include,but are
not limited to, the carryingout of or the
issuanceof permitsfor surfacemining.
hydroelectricfacilities, reservoir
construction,streamalterations,
wastewaterfacility development,and
roadandbridgeconstruction.It has
beentheexperienceof theService,

however,that nearlyall section7
consultationsareresolvedso thatthe
speciesis protectedandthe project
objectivescanbemet.

TheAct andimplementingregulations
foundat 50 CFR 17.21 setforth aseries
ofgeneralprohibitionsandexceptions
thatapply to all endangeredwildlife.
Theseprohibitions,in part,makeit
illegal for anypersonsubjectto the
jurisdiction of the United Statesto take,
import or export,ship in interstate
commercein thecourseof commercial
activity, or sell or offer for salein
interstateor foreign commerceany
listedspecies.It alsois illegal to
possess,sell,deliver,carry, trar.sport.or
shtpanysuchwildlife thathasbeen
takenillegally. Certainexceptionsapply
to agentsof theServiLe andState
conservationagencies.

Permitsmay beissuedto carryout
otherwiseprohibitedactivitiesinvolving
endangeredwildlife speciesunder
certaincircumstances.Regulations
governingpermitsareat50 CFR 17.22
and17.23.Such permitsareavailablefor
scientificpurposes,to enhancethe
propagationor survival of thespecies,
and/orfor incidentaltakein connection
with otherwiselawful activities.

NationalEnvironmentalPolicy Act

TheFishandWildlife Servicehas
determinedthat anEnvironmental
Assessment,asdefinedunderthe
authorityof the NationalEnvironmental
Policy Act of 1969.neednot beprepared
in connectionwith regulationsadopted
pursuantto section4(a) of the
EndangeredSpeciesAct of 1973, as
amended.A noticeoutlining the
Service’sreasonsfor this determination
waspublishedin theFederalRegisteron
October25, 1983 (48FR 49244).
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List of Subjectsin 50 CFR Part17

Endangeredandthreatenedwildlife,
Fish,Marinemammals,Plants
(agriculture).

RegulationPromulgation

Accordingly,Part17, SubchapterB of
ChapterI, Title 50 of theCodeofFederal
Regulations,isamendedas setforth
below:

PART 17—EAMENDEDI

1. The authoritycitation for Part17
continuesto readasfollows:

45~65

Authority: Pub.L 93—205,87Stat.884; Pub.
L 94—359,90Stat.911; Pub.L 95—632, 92 StaL
3751;Pub.L 96—159,93Stat.1225; Pub.L 97—
304,96 Stat.1411 (16U.S.C.1531 et seq.);Pub.
1.. 99—625, 100 Stat.3500 (1986),unless
otherwisenoted.

2. Amend * 17.11(h)by addingthe
following, in alphabeticalorderunder
“CLAMS,” to theList of Endangeredand
ThreatenedWildlife:

~ 17.11 Endangeredandthreatened
wildlife.
* a * * *

(h) *

Dated:October26, 1988.
SusanRecce,
ActingAssistantSecretaryfor Fishand
WildlifeandParks.
[FR Doc. 88—26186Filed11—10—88:8:45 am)
BILUNO CODE 4310-55-M

Species
.Hustonc range Vertebratepopulationwhereendangered or threatened tatUS When

listed
Critical
habitat

Special
rules

common name Scientific name

CLAMS:

Pearly mussel, little-wing.. Pegias fabula U.S.A. (AL KY, NC, TN, VA) NA E 342 NA NA.
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